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Members of the Colorado General Assembly,

In May 2014, the Colorado General Assembly and Governor John Hickenlooper tasked the
Colorado Commission on Higher Education (CCHE) and the Colorado Department of Higher
Education (CDHE) with developing a new performance-based allocation model for the Stat e 8 s
operational funding for public institutions of higher education. Given just over eight months

to lead the efforts and accomplish this goal, the CCHE, all of the Governing Boards of the

public institutions of higher education, and the CDHE deliver toy ou a completed, unanimously
agreed-upon funding allocation model that reallocates base funding around three primary

policy priorities:

1 Fund enroliment through the College Opportunity Fund (COF) Stipend;

T Honor each instituti on 0 sludingacogss ® higherleducaion d mi
in the rural areas of our state; and

1 Reward performance - specifically retention and completion, including transfers from
a community college to a 4 -year institution.

We embarked on this project with optimism but also gr eat trepidation. Colorado is near the
bottom of the nation in its funding for higher education, so the stakes were incredibly high as
we worked to build consensus and collaboration to reallocate base funding in a way that
aligned with state policy goals. At CDHE, we committed ourselves to a public, transparent,
inclusive process to create the new formula and agreed with our stakeholders to create a
simple, clear formula that demonstrated direct links to the policies of the CCHE Master Plan
and those identified in statute. Not only did we accomplish this goal but the public,
transparent, and inclusive process developed for this project will continue as we further
examine the funding allocation model and evaluate the need for future refinements but also
its impact on meeting state goals and the work of the CCHE to develop tuition policy, as
required by HB 14-1319.

Importantly, the process of creating this new model opened up difficult policy discussions.
Across the nation, the higher education financial mod el is becoming unacceptable as
reductions in state funding lead to high tuition which in turn leads to high levels of student
debt. It is in this context that we must wrestle with and address difficult issues such as
affordability, completion, closing the attainment gap, and creating better linkages to our K -
12 and workforce partners. We all have the same aspiration dto create an affordable,
accountable and high-quality public higher education system for the State of Colorado that is
accessible to all Coloradans without regard to their geographic location or their financial
means Creating this system will help us reach the Master Plan goal that 66% of Coloradans
have a postsecondary credential by 2025 to support our future workforce needs .

Respectfully Submitted,

CZ,//LM/C;V
/
Lt. Gov. Joseph A. Garcia,
Executive Director of the Colorado Department of Higher Education
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Executive Summary

In response to HB 141319, the Colorado Commission on Higher Education (CCHE)
developed and recently adopted a new base funding formula to allocate state general

fund doll ars among the Stateds public institu

Through this model, which is unanimously supported by both CCHE and all of the
affected governing boards, base funding will be allocated according to the following
components:

1 College Opportunity Fund Stipend & Provides funding for the number of
Colorado resident students being served by an institution.

1 Role & Mission & Helps to offset the costs incurred in providing undergraduate,
graduate and remedial programs to students in a manner that recognizes who
the institution serves, how it serves students and the environment in which it
serves students.

1 Performance o Rewards institutions for the number of students the institution
transfers, retains, and confers degrees/certificates. In addition, rewards
performance in a manner that recognizes institutional performance in relation
toani nsti t utandoagagty.si z e

Over the past eight months the Colorado Department of Higher Education (CDHE) and
CCHE led an inclusive and transparent process to create and finalize a model that is
unanimously supported by all affected governing boards. Included in this process
and the decision making were legislators and members of the Joint Budget
Committee; current and former higher education commissioners; business leaders;
non-profit organizations; leaders of state higher education institutions; and advocates
representing students, parents and faculty.

These individuals served as members of our Public Education & Outreach Team,

Funding Allocation Model Expert Team (FAMET), Executive Advisory Group (EAG)and
participated in a monumental effort to develop and impleme nt a higher education

funding model that is more transparent and understandable for Colorado taxpayers;

improves predictability for institutions to engage in long -term financial planning and

tuition setting, with a goal of ensuring both accessible and affo rdable higher

education for residents; meets the directives of the legislation; and, harmonizes with

the statewide goals for higher education as articulated in CCHE G s Ma sét er Pl
Colorado Competes, A Completion Agenda for Higher Education.

The new base funding allocation formula, adopted by CCHE on December, 4, 2014, is
a balance of the policy goals of CCHE; the legislative directive s of HB 141319; and
the feedback from the public education and outreach activities conducted through
the project process. Further, it is based upon national best practices in higher
education financing.
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Introduction

HB 141319 was passed by the Colorado General Assembly and signed by the Governor
in May 2014. The bill eliminated the existing funding structure for how state General
Fund dollars are allocated to public institutions of higher education as of Fiscal Year
201516, and directed the Colorado Commission on Higher Education (CCHE to
develop and adopt a new base funding allocation formula for these funds within
specified parameters.

The legislation specifically required:

This report provides a summary
of the HB 141319 project and
adopted modeand includes:

(1) The project to be completed by
January 1, 2015, less than eight months
from the time it was signed into law;

(2) CCHE to engage in a facilitated process
wi t h Ointerestedto
incorporate the feedback into the final
product; and, ultimately,

(3) Funding be awarded to the colleges and
universities based on Role and Mission .
Factors d offsetting the costs of An Overview of the CCHE
providing programs, while Adopted Model _
acknowledging the uniqueness of the Next Steps and Version 2.0
individual institution - as well as
Performance Metrics & number of
students transferred, retained, and
conferred.

(4) CCHE provide tuition policy recommendations to the General Assembly by
November 1, 2015.

1 A History of Higher
Education Funding in
Colorado
TheHB 14-1319Project
Process

HB 141319 represents a significant change in how the State funds higher education.
Previously, funding for institutions was based on historical allocations and available
funds rather tha n specific state policy goals. HB 141319 dramatically changed that
by requiring that the allocation of state funding be based on common, measurable,
and updatable factors and metrics .

To develop and implement the model, the Colorado Department of Higher Education
(CDHE) contracted with two vendors.  The Keystone Center, in conjunction with
Engaged Public, was selected for the public education and outreach facilitation. The
National Center for Higher Education Management Systems (NCHEMS) was selected for
the cost driver analysis and construction of th e base funding allocation model. In
addition, CDHEcreated an intentional project structure to implement the legislation

that consisted of three subject matter expert teams . These teams worked with CDHE,
CCHE and the vendorsdirectly on the three essentia | aspects of this project: public
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engagement and outreach; a study examining what is at the root of postsecondary
costs; and, the funding model itself.

Over the past eight months CDHE and CCHE led an inclusive and transparent process
to create and finaliz e a model that is unanimously supported by all affected governing
boards. Comprised of three components i the College Opportunity Fund Stipend,
Role & Mission and Performance i the CCHE Funding Allocation Model balances
policy goals of CCHE, the legislative directives of HB 14 -1319, and the feedback from
the public education and outreach activities conducted by CDHE with Keystone and
Engaged Public Specifically, the new funding model will incent :

A Increased post secondary credential attainment by rewarding institutions for
the credentials granted, including a bonus for STEM and health care
credentials;

A Improved student success and outcomes by allocating funds to offset the
costs of providing basic skills education and rewarding student

retention/progress;
A Increased success for low -income and underrepresented minority students ;
and
A Continued access to affordable higher education in all geographic areas of
the state by rewarding the performance of smaller/rural institutions and the
role and mission of all of the Stateds ins

Moving forward, CDHE and CCHE, in consultation with the interested parties, will
continue to refine and evaluate the model to ensure that the indicators,
methodology, and funding allocation processes continue to align with the policy goals
of CCHE, the Governor, and the General Assembly.

This report serves as an overview of the CCHE Funding Allocation Model , which has

the support of Col or adwersity prgsidents. i Adetter exprésgoge and
support of the model from the CEOs of Col or act
Appendix A. This report also provides a brief history of higher education funding in

Colorado and outcomes/performance based fundi ng for higher education across the

states; details the process and guiding principles used to reform higher education

funding; and, includes a detailed summary of the adopted model, and a discussion of

a process to make any needed modifications to the model in future fiscal years.

Higher Education Funding in Colorado

The passage and implementation of HB 14-1319 represented a significant change in
how the State allocates funds to public institutions of higher education. Previously,
funding for institutions was based on historical allocations, with annual adjustments
based on available funds rather than specific state policy goals.  The legislation
dramatically change s this by requiring that funding be b ased on common, measurable,
and updatable factors and metrics.
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According to the Joint Budget Committee Higher Education Briefing Document,
Colorado has gone through numerous higher education funding methods over the
decades. At one time, funding was deter mined through detailed line items. By the
early 1990s, appropriations for each governing board were conso lidated into single
line items. However, CCHE and the General Assembly still applied budget
adjustments based on a mandated cost model, in which various costs and revenue
components were analyzed for each governing board. By the mid -1990s, the
methodology changed again to an inflation -based approach, in which governing boards
received increases based on the Consumer Price Index (CPI) plus changes in
enrollment. Additional adjustments were addressed through decision items or
separate legislation including a performance based funding component adde d in the
early 2000s.

In 2004, the General Assembly moved the State to the student stipend and fee for
service model in effect through FY 2014 -2015. Known as the College Opportunity
Fund(COF) t he intent of this model wratsé ftohr oanoqtey
stipend payment, along with a mechanism for purchasing various services through
Fee-For-Service (FFS) contracts. Higher education institutions no longer receive d
direct state funding through General Fund appropriations. Annual reappropriated
funds made in the Long Bill to the COF trust are designated with a split between
stipend payments and FFS contract payments in the Long Bill letternote text . Staff
and institutions have historically referred to stipends as COF and contract payments
as FF5. For the last decade, th is approach continued to focus on the total funding
needed per institution through the combination of fee -for-service and stipend
moneys. In effect , this has been a base plus/minus approach.

HB 141319 represents a significant
change in how the State allocates funds Higher Education Finance in Colorado: Before and
to public institutions of higher After HB 14-1319

education. The legislation eliminated
the negotiated fee -for-service/COF COF stipend
approach and required it be replaced by
a formula that funds the fee -for-service COF

contracts based on achieving state goals, Stipend
while working within the structure of

the existing College Opportunity Fund.
The COF stipend has been retained with Before: 2004-2014 After:2014
the addition of the new fee-for-service
contracts containing the role and

mission and performance funding
components.

Fee for
Service
Contracts Performance Role and

A National Shift in Higher Education Funding

Colorado is not the only state that has transitioned to an outcomes - or performance -
based funding method. Funding formulas that allocate some amount of funding based
on performance and outcomes indicators are gaining traction across the nation.
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Although this idea is not new , states are seeking ways to tie institutional performance
and outcomes to funding.

According to the National Conference of State Legislatures (NCSL), at least 25 states
have funding allocation models in place disbursing state moneys for higher education,

at least in part, based on performance. A handful of other states are currently in the
process of developing models based on similar premises. However, there are
differences in how the formulas are derived and applied in the various states. Among
the states that have moved to some type of performance -based methodology, most
allocate to both two -year and four-year institutions based on performance, while
others tie performance funding only to a subset of institutions. For example,
Massachusetts, Texas, and Washington only fund their two-year institutions through a
performance-based formula. Further, Arizona, Florida, and Pennsylvania only fund
their four -year institutions in this manner. C olorado will fund both two -year and four -
year institutions through the new performance -based funding allocation model.

Additionally, Colorado will allocate the entire state appropriation for most state
institutions of higher education through the new performance -based funding model
with specialty education programs,
such as medical and veterinary
medicine, and local district junior
colleges and area vocational schools
being treated in a block grant
fashion. In comparison, m ost states
who have implemented a
performance -based approach provide
a base allocation and then distribute
only between 5% and 25% through
performance funding. The map to the
right illustrates the percentage of 100%

money each state flows through their oo

performance model. Some states 0.1% t09.9%

identified certain dollar amounts or oecies orna funds R
are allocating only the increase in

state funds over the previous year based on performance.

Performance-Based Funding for Higher
Education: Funding Amount

Based upon the experiences of oth er st at e s & -bgsedrfunding meadels; the
Department and CCHE sought to align its work with best practices from around the
country, from organizations including the National Conference of State Legislatures,
National Governors Association Center for Best Practices, the Education Commission
of the States, the National Center for Higher Education Management Systems
(NCHEMS), HCM Strategists, and others.
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HB 14-1319 Project Process

To successfully implement HB 14-1319, CDHEestablished a project structure and
process with purpose and intent - to meet the directives of the bill; ensure that
diverse Colorado voices are heard and
incorporated into the conversation; and
achieve a quality end product that can be
PROJECT PRINCIPLES embraced as a sound mechanism for state
CCHEG6s July 2014 ré fundlng of publlc ins titutions c_)f_ higher
the launch for the HB 14319 Project. education while meeting the priorities and
Members of the Executive Advisory goals of Colorado.
Group EAG) were invited to participate
WER S DB UERREREEREUER  The bill specifically required this to be done
during the first day. . . . .
in a transparent manner in consultation with
Through a facilitated conversation, 0| n te re S.t ed P_a.r tieso, whi c
managed ¥ The Keystoe Center, EAG the bill as including but not limited to 0t he
Ul CERRCTIEICEREEEE U RNICEEE  governing boards of institutions, institution
TSR EIE R SRS BUSRUER  administrators, higher education advocates,
decisions througbut the project. These . .
students, faculty, nonprofit education

principles were further refined and then o .
formally recommended by the EAG and organizations, and members of the business

7

EL( G ARUEINCOL ISR @I c o mmuni ty. O
meetings.
HB 14-1319 PROJECT PRINCIPLES CDHEunderwent a very rigorous Request for
In order to ensure Colorado higher Proposal (RFP) proce_ss to Selec_t the two
education is of value, affordable, vendors for the project, following the
Rl Ry CRRGIEINACY BRI Department of Personnel and Administration
CRLLICReERBRE I EEECUEREERIIPRUEE.  ryles and guidelines. The Keystone Center,
development of this new funding in conjunction with Engaged Public, was
formula should: ’ .
selected for the public education and

U Align projectoutcomes with Master outreach facilitation. The National Center

Plan goals. for Higher Education Management Systems
(NCHEMS) was selected forthe base funding
allocation model construction.

Promote clarity, simplicity and
predictability in the allocation of
state funds to public institutions of

higher education. In addition, the HB 14 -1319 project structure
_ consisted of three subject matter expert
S Celorale ol teams that worked with the CDHEand the
institutions of higher education on . .
accurate and comparabiiata. vendors directly on the three essential

aspects of this project: public engagement
Respect the individual role and and outreach, a study examining what i s at
UIESCRRGIEEERURCERURCLIBIECEE  the root of postsecondary costs, and the
public institution of _higher funding allocation model itself. The
education with regard to operational S . Lo .
authority and flexibility. following is a brief description of the subject

matter expert teams:

Public Education & Outreach Team
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The focus of this Team was to (1) help project participants and leaders understand
the higher education priorities of the stakeholders across the state and how these
priorities should impact how consideration is given to the weighting of the funding
model metrics and factors within the formula, and (2) educate the public about
the role of higher education and its importance to our state and our  economy.

The Public Education and Outreach Team was made up of the following members:

1

=A =4 -8 =9

= =4 =8 =4 A

Luis Colon - Business Consultant, Xcelente Marketing - Business Advocate and CCHE
Representative

Wade Buchanan- President, Bell Policy Center - Non-Profit Organization

Mike Martin - Chancellor, Colorado State University System - Research Institutions
Greg Salsbury- President, Western State Colorado University - Four-Year Institutions
Millie Hamner - State Representative, Chair House Education Committee, Colorado
General Assembly- Legislator

Taryn Flack - Student Representative

Ruth Annette Carter - Parent Representative

Jeff London - MSU, Denver- Faculty Representative

Diane Hegeman- Arapahoe Community College - Provost Representative

Inta Morris d Chief Advocacy & Outreach Officer, CDHE

Funding Allocation Model Expert Team (FAMET)

The heart of the charge in HB 141319 is the creation of a new funding allocation
model. FAMET was charged with developing a funding allocation model that
balanced the policy goals of CCHE, the legislative directives of HB 14-1319, and
incorporated the feedback from the public education and outreach activities.

The Funding Allocation Model Expert Team was made up of the following

members:

9 Hereford Percy 8 Commissioner, CCHE Business Advocate and CCHE Representative

1 Nancy Todd - State Senator, Senate Education Committee, Colorado General Assembly
- Legislator

9 Alexis Senger & Chief Analyst, Office of State Planning and Budgeting - Governor 8 s
Representative

1 Jeanne Adkinsd President Strategic Options and Solutions, Colorado Mesa University

9 Brad Bacad Executive Vice President, Chief Operating Officer, Western State Colorado
University

1 Ed Bowditch dLegislative Liaison, Fort Lewis Universit y

1 Steve Kreidler 9 Vice President of Administration, Finance and Facilities, Metropolitan
State University of Denver

9 Bill Mansheim 6 Vice President for Finance and Government Relations, Adams State
University

1 Michelle Quinn & Senior Vice President, Chief Financial Officer, University of Northern
Colorado

I Todd Saliman d Chief Financial Officer, University of Colorado

1 Rich Schweigert 8 Chief Financial Officer, Colorado State University
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Mark Superkad Chief Financial Officer, Colorado Community Colleges System

Kirsten Volpi & Executive Vice President for Finance and Administration, Colorado
School of Mines

1 Dr. Beth Bean 0 Chief Research Officer, CDHE

T
1

Cost Driver Analysis Team

While not specifically called for in the legislation, this project was incorporated to
inform the other aspects of the HB 14-1319 implementation and address future
decisions to be made regarding funding and tuition policies. The Team is scheduled

to conclude their work by June 2015.

The Cost Driver Analysis Team is comprised of:

1 Patty Pacey d Commissioner, CCHE Business Advocate and CCHE Representative

9 Jessie Ulibarri - State Senator, Colorado General Assembly- Legislator

9 Alexis Senger & Chief Analyst, Office of State Planning and Budget - Governor 0s
Representative

Jeanne Adkins d President Strategic Options and Solutions, Colorado Mesa University
Julie Feier o Associate Vice President of Finance and Administration, Western State
Colorado University

1 Peter Han 6 Chief of Staff and Vice -President of External Relations, Colorado School of
Mines

Heather Heersink d Budget Director, Adams State University

Chad Marturano 6 Senior Director of Budget and Strategic Planning, University of
Colorado System

1 George Middlemist & Associate Vice President of Administration and Finance and
Controller, Metro State University

Bridget Mullen 8 Director of Budget and Finance, Colorado State University System
Steve Schwartz 6 Vice President of Finance and Administration, Fort Lewis College

Mark Superkad Chief Financial Officer, Colorado Community College System

Cindy Thill & Special Assistant to the Senior Vice President for Administration,
University of Northern Colorado

1 Diane Duffy d Chief Financial Officer, CDHE

= =4 = =4

= =8 =8 =9

Executive Advisory Group (EAG)

The subject matter expert teams worked at the granular level and reported to the
Executive Advisory Group (EAG)- an advisory group comprised of legislators, current
and former higher education commissioners, business leaders, leaders of state higher
education institutions, and advocates for students, parents, faculty a nd provosts.

The EAG was charged with digesting the work that the Expert Teams had conducted;
helping to resolve any conflicts that may have arisen throug h the granular process;
providing guidance, as necessary, to the expert teams for additional issues to take
into consideration; and, ultimately making a clear recommendation about what is
best for Colorado to CCHE for consideration and action.
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The final decision maker, and the body ultimately responsible for adopting the final
funding allocation model , was the CCHE. CCHE was provided with regular reports on
the progress of the project; helped to resolve any conflicts that were not able to be
resolved at the EAG level; provided guidance, when necessary to the EAG for issues to
take into consideration; a nd, ultimately, adopted the new funding model.

The Executive Advisory Group was comprised of the following members:
Co-Chairs
1 Lt. Governor Joseph A. Garcia 0 Lt. Governor and Executive Director, CDHE 0
representing CDHE and the Governor
91 Dr. Donna Lynne 6 Executive Vice President, Kaiser Permanente & representing the
business community

Members
T Mr. Jim Chavez 0 .
Executive Director, Latin HB 141319 PrOjeCt Process
American Education
Foundation d

representing students
1 Mr. Tim Foster 0

President, Colorado Mesa
University 0 representing *

four -year rural —

. . . Executive Advisory Group
institutions

T Mr. Russ George 0 _ ‘
President Colorado N — T - I

Northwestern Community
College 0 representing
access institutions and
career and technical
education (two -year and
four -year)

1 Dr. Monte Moses 8 Commissioner, Colorado Commssion on Higher Education &
representing CCHE

1 Dr. Pam Shockley-Zalabak & Chancellor, University of Colorado at Colorado Springs o
representing four -year research institutions

I Mr. Greg Stevinson & President, Denver West Realty Inc. & representing the
inter section of business & higher education

1 The Honorable Pat Steadman & State Senator, Colorado General Assembly o
representing senate democratic caucus

9 The Honorable Kent Lambert 6 State Senator, Colorado General Assembly &
representing senate republican cauc us

i The Honorable Jenise May 0 State Representative, Colorado General Assembly &
representing house democratic caucus

1 The Honorable Jim Wilson 0 State Representative, Colorado General Assembly &
representing house republican caucus
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Public Education & Outreach Process

The focus of the public education and outreach efforts were to: (1) help project
participants and leaders understand the higher education priorities of the
stakeholders across the state, and how these priorities should impact what
consideration is given to the calculation and weighting of the metrics and factors
within the funding allocation model ; and, (2) educate the public about the role of
higher education and its importance to our state and our economy. The outreach
process consisted of three components:

Key Informant Interviews

As a first step in the outreach process, Keystone and Engaged Public conducted 25
phone/in -person interviews with key stakeholders. The purpose of these interviews
was to identify opportunities, concerns and provide a baseline understanding of
perspectives in order to better inform the design of the subsequent community
meetings.

Community Meetings

From September 17, 2014 to October 14, 2014, Keystone and Engaged Public
conducted 16 meetings statewide with 425 attendees. These meetings were held at
institutions as well as community locations which helped ensure a diversity of voices
and sectors. Meetings were held in:

U Alamosa U Aurora

U Boulder U Colorado Springs
0 Craig U Denver

0 Durango U Fort Collins

U Glenwood Springs U Golden

0 Grand Junction U Greeley

U  Gunnison U Pueblo

0 Sterling U Trinidad

Online Outreach

An online tool - Mind Mixer dwas utilized to gather input from those who were unable
to attend the meetings or preferred to be reached in a non-traditional manner using
Mind Mixer, additional feedback was solicited from 135 students .

The following emerged as the top priority areas for participants in the public
education and outreach process:

Serving low
income, first Access to higher
o Increasing generation and education in all
Affordability Completions underserved geographic areas
undergraduate of the state
students
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Key Policy Issues Considered Through the Process

The development of the new CCHE Funding Allocation Model was done using the
project principles as guidance; incorporat ed the public education and outreach input;
and, constructed upon the decision points recommended by FAMET and EAG, and
ultimately approved by CCHE.

USINGSTUDENT UNIT RECORD DATA
IN THE FUNDING MODEL

The implementation of the HB 14-1319
model is unique in the n ation for its
grounding in an individual Student Unit
Record Data within a relational
database. Data for the performance
funding allocation model are based
upon the official data collection system
for  postsecondary  education in
Colorado, the Student Unit R ecord Data
Systems, known as SURDS.

SURDS has over 25 years of data

collected from our public colleges and
universities  regarding  admissions,
enrollment, financial aid, remediation,
course  information and  degree
completion.

Using this rich data source and flexible
database approach allows for scalability
while increasing sustainability through a
more efficient data structure which

requires less data manipulation and
maintenance. The ability to track a
student record through the model
improves data inte grity, leading to a
more reliable measurement  of
indicators. The individual student level
data allows for more accurate measure
of outcomes and progress over time
versus snapshots of aggregate data.

Finally, the intent is that the database

built for the model will complement the
Cost Driver Analysis still to come, and
allow both aspects of the project to

work off of one another.

This monumental effort to develop and

implement a new funding allocation
model - that complied with the

legislative directives outlined in HB 14 -
1319 and incentivized institutions to
achieve the statewide goals for higher
education - did not come easily.
Important and very complicated policy
issues were discussed and vetted by the
FAMET and EAG, andresolved through
collective agreement by those involved .
Many of these conversations and
resulting collaborative decisions were
made with the help of professional

facilitators. E ach decision is inextricably
linked to the others and was ult imately
part of the compromise necessary to
omake the model

Of the many policy issues discussd, two
issues stood out and were resolved
through this iterative and very public
process:

Student Count (Resident/Non Resident)
A robust discussion took place over
several FAMET and EAGneetings before
a final recommendation was developed
and forwarded to CCHE for action. In
these discussions a number of important
policy issues were vetted - public
perception; recognizing overall
institutional performance; understanding
the inability to separate programmatic
costs offered to resident vs. non -
resident; and, providing incentives to
achieve statewide performance goals.
After several discussions about the issues
pertaining to student counts, both the
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FAMET and EAGvoted to recommend, and CCHE unanimously approved, including all

students throughout the model with the exception of the additional funding p

rovided

for Pell -eligible and underre presented minorities within the Role & Mission component
0 because both of these funding pools are based off of a percentage of COF stipend,
for which only resident students are eligible .

Underrepresented Minorities
Through the public education and

outreach process, the message was clear from

across the state that Colorado needs to place an emphasis on meeting the needs of

the oOat ri sko st

Educ at i sten Blan rebbgnizes the significant attainment gap for

udent popul ati on. | n

these students

and includes a goal to reduce this gap through increased postsecondary credentials.

To meet the attainment goals in

the Master Plan, emphasis on the success of

underrepresented minorities is essential. Using Colorado data, the underrepresented

minorities that have the greatest challenges with

post-secondary credential

attainment include N ative Americans, Hispanics, and African Americans. Through the
project process, it was decided that Pacific Islanders would also be captured within
the definition of underrepresented minorities for the purpose of the funding model.
The new funding allocat ion model acknowledges the importance of meeting the needs
of these populations and provides increased funding to college s and universities to
support low-income and minority students .

Appendix B includes detailed issue briefs on student count and underrepresented

minorities.

The CCHE Adopted Funding Allocation Model

As required by HB 14-1319, the
CCHE Funding Allocation Model
consists of three components:
The College Opportunity Fund
(COF) Stipend, Role & Mission

factors, and Performance
metrics. Each component has
specific ~ characteristics and

parameters, which are driven in
large part by the statutory
requirements of HB 14-1319.

Further, the legislation specifies
that onl vy 0Tot al
Appropriation 6 , not t o
allocation, shall be distributed
through the funding allocation

HB 14-1319 Funding Allocation Model Process

STATE OPERATING FUNDS FOR PUBLIC
INSTITUTIONS OF HIGHER EDUCATION

AREA

Minus SPECIALTY

DISTRICT

Funding JUNIOR EDUCATION VOCATIONAL
for COLLEGES PROGRAMS SCHOOLS
Equals

TOTAL STATE
APPROPRIATIONS
HB141319Model = o ¥ ~
t N ROLE & MISSION PERFORMANCE
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model. To calculate whatconstit ut es o0 Tot al St &toeestArswithaher i at i o
total appropriation provided by the General Assembly for institutions of higher

education and carves out funding for programs that will not receive their allocations

through the model i Yoecialty Education Programs, Area Vocational Schools and Local
District Junior Colleges (also excludesal stude
State Appropriationso6 is then run through tl
boards via the three model components.

Important Statutory Requirements for Appropriations

Total State Appropriation (TSA)

Total state appropriation means, for a state fiscal year, the sum of the
total amount appropriated to the governing boards of the state
institutions of higher education for fee -for-service contracts determined
pursuant to section 23-18-303, C.R.S and the amount of the
appropriation to the college opportunity fund established in section 23 -
18-202, C.R.S. for student stipends. Section 23-18-302 (10), C.R.S.

Appropriations for Spec ialty Education Programs (SEP), Area
Vocational Schools (AVS) and Local District Junior Colleges (LDJC)
Funding must be equal to such contract for the preceding year, plus -or-
minus the same change in the total state appropriation and allows for a
funding increase for these programs in excess of the percentage increase
in the total state appropriation , or a decrease less than percentage
decrease in the total s tat e appropriation . Section 23-18-304, C.R.S.

College Opportunity Fund Stipend

Student stipends authorized under the College Opportunity Fund
Program (23-18-201, et.seq.); and must be at least 52.5 percent of
ot otal state Septipnr2d1B+30542) (a)000RAS.

Role & Mission Fee-for -service Contracts

Each fee-for-service contract must include both role and mission and

performance f undi ng, and it i's the Getmeer al Asse
components of the fee-for-ser vi ce contaactyg bal alncedo
between role and mission factors and performance metrics . Section 23-

18-303 (2), C.R.S.

Based on the statutory parameters, the CCHE Funding Allocation Model is broken
down into four sequ ential worksheets (dashboards) that follow the model allocation
method and are based on the statutory requirements set forth in HB 14 -1319. The four
dashboards are:

1. Budget

2. Role & Mission
3. Performance

Page 16
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4. Final Model Output

Each dashboard includes a set of adjustable policy levers . The following summarizes
the components of the model with weights for each factor and metric. Additional
details on the model components and weights can be found in Appendix C and the full
model with each dashboard can be found in Appendix D.

1. Budget Dashboard
The budget dashboard contains the basic starting points for the model, including:

T
T

1
1
1

The appropriation ( state funding amount) for institutions of higher education ;

The option to provide an additional increase to 0 S p e ¢ Edudatioly Programs
(SEP) 6 OArea VocatAVBmaandScobot 3l District
(LDJC) o

0Tot al pprdpa ti ea t(thecamaiunt to be distributed through the model)

The COF stipend rate; and

The percentage split between Role and Missionand Performance.

The following table includes the Budget Dashboard weights in the CCHE Funding
Allocation Model .

Budget Dashboard

Model Component Model Weight

Full Appropriation Amount Assumes the 10% increase from the Gove

requested budget for FY 201516.

Additional Increase for SEP/AVS/LDJC As required by statute, funding must be equal to

such contract for the preceding year, plus -or-minus
the same change in the Total State Appropriation .

Total State Appropriation Full appropriation to institutions of higher

education less appropriations SEP, AVS and LDJC.

The COF Stipend Rate COF stipend is set $75 per credit hour and is equal

to 560 bD&I 0Ostate appropr

The split between Role & Mission and | Role & Mission: 60%
Performance Performance: 40%

2. Role & Mission Dashboard
The Role & Missim factor s are designed to help offset the costs incurred in providing
undergraduate, graduate and remedial programs to students in a manner that
recognizes who the institution serves, how it serves students and the environment in
which it serves students. Specifically, HB 14-1319 requires that the Role & Mission
factors be comprised of funding to offset the co sts of providing programs -
undergraduate [23-18-303(3)(a), C.R.S]; graduate [23-18-303(3)(c), C.R.S]; and
remedial [23-18-303(3)(d), C.R.S]] This is accomplished by using completed courses
as measured by completed student credit hours, called Weighted Student Credit
Hours. Student credit hours are weighted by discipline cluster that is cost informed
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and was developed by the National Center for Higher Education Management Sy stems

(NCHEMS).

In addition, the legislation specifically requires
dedicated funding for support services for Pell -
eligible students, which must be fund ed at a
level equal to at least 10% of the COF stipend
[23-18-303(3)(b), C.R.S] The CCHE adopted
model also provides an additional amount of
funding to offset the costs of support services
for und errepresented minority students, which
is also based on a percentage of the COF

Weighted
Student
Credit Hours

Stipend.

Finally, the model

includes
Stability Factor, which is an additional Role &
Mission factor pursuant to 23-18-303 (3)(e),
C.R.S., and is a flat dollar amount

Tuition
Stability
Factor

the Tuition

to help

PellEligible
and
Underserved
Students

ensure institutional affordability.

The following provides a description of how each Role & Mission factor is calculated in
the CCHE Funding Allocation Model :

Role & Mission

Role & Mission Factor

Measurement in HB 14 -1319 Model

Model Weight

Weighted Credit Hours

Allocates funding to institutions based upon
completed courses as measured by
completed student credit hours. Student
credit hours are weighted by discipline
cluster in an expanded matrix that is cost
informed and was independently developed
by the National Center for Higher Education
Management Systems (NCHEMS).

See AppendixD

Support Senivces for Pell -
eligible Students

Uses Pelteligible and undergraduate student
credit hours as a percent of the College
Opportunity Fund Stipend (COF).

10% of
Stipend

COFR

Underrepresented
Minority Students

Uses underrepresented minorities (URM)
undergraduate student credit hours as a
percent of the College Opportunity Fund
Stipend (COF).

5% of COF Stipend

Tuition Stability Factor

A flat dollar amount to help ensure
institutions can continue to comply with the
College Affordability Act, which includes a 6
percent tuition cap on resident tuition.

See AppendixD
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3. Performance Dashboard

The Performance metrics reward institutions for

the number of credentials awarded

and students transferred [23-18-303(4)(a), C.R.S]; as well as academic
progress/retention  [23-18-303(4)(b),
C.R.S]. These metrics are based on
the student counts at each institution _
who are reaching these thresholds. In Retention
addition, CCHE Funding Allocation |- ~
Model includes an additional metric
pursuant to 23-18-303 (4)(c), C.R.S. | Completions At
that rewards performance in a | andTransfers Performance
manner that recognizes institutional | )
performance in relation to their size
and capacity.
Performance
As required in statute, the model
includes specific weights related to
the academic award level and
identifies STEM and health care as
ohigh priority 6 subjects that receive a higher weight. Additional bonuses are provided
for completions awarded to and transfers of Pell -eligible (required by statute) and
underrepresented minority student populations.
Completion and T ransfer weights are as follows:
Completion and Transfer
Graduate

Demand Transfer | Certificates Associates | Bachelors | certificate Masters | Specialists | poctoral
Indication | (0.25) (0.25) (0.50) (1.00) (0.25) (1.25) | (1.25) (1.75)
azgthr?and n x 15 x|[nx 15 x| nx15x|nx 15 x| nx15|n x 15 x | nx15x

0.25 0.50 1.0 0.25 x1.25 | 1.25 1.75
(1.5) nx.25
All Others n x 1.0 x|nx 10 x [nx10x|nx 10 x |nx 10 |n x 1.0 x | nx 1.0 x
() 0.25 0.50 1.0 0.25 x1.25 | 1.25 1.75

Additional Undergraduate Completion/Transfer Bonus for Priority Populations

Priority Population

CCHE Adopted Model Weight

Pell-Eligible

15

Underserved Populations

15
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Retention is measured at each institution by assessing the numbers of students at
25%, 50%, and 75%momentum points toward a degree. For four-year institutions , this
is the number of students who cross the threshold of completing 30 credit hours, 60
credit hours and 90 credit hours , while at two-year institutions, those thresholds are
15 credit hours, 30 credit hours and 45 credit hours . There are no additional
population bonuses for the retention metric.

Retention Weights (completed credit hours)

Credit Hours Accumulated CCHE Adopted Model Weight
15/30 .25

30/60 .50

45/90 75

The Volume Adjusted Awards metric, is an additional metric (pursuant to (23 -18-303
(4)(c), C.R.S.)) that rewards performance in a manner that recognizes institutional
performance in rela tion to their size and capacity. The Volume Adjusted Awards
metric is calculated by taking an institution & swveighted award total divided by the
number of Student Full -time Equivalent (SFTE) and then indexing it to the state
average.

4. Final Output Dashboard
The Final Output Dashboard includes a summary of allocations to Governing Board
from each of the model components: COF Stipend, Role & Mission and Performance.
This dashboard also demonstrates the impact of the oguardrail6 p r o \applgations

and appropriations for oO0Specialty Educat:i

by governing board.

on

ﬁg@rﬂsg; 0 Transitioning to- the Final Allocations by Governing Board
To ease the transition into the new

outcomes-based model for all >
institutions,  allowing time to

understand the impact of the model AL e -
and adjust operations, HB 14-1319 Amount ¥ Mission N

includes the application of -I-/—
oguardrails 6 . The guarfdrails ensure

that no institution receives a change Total Spedalty

in base funding from the previous izt Eduation | S
year that is 5% less than or greater AP i s

than the change in Total State

Appropriation .
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These guardrail s are to be applied for the first five fiscal years, FY 2015 -16 through FY
2019-20, after which, funding will be allocated based solel y on the model
calculations. Beginning in FY 202021, use of the guardrails is optional.

In the CCHE Funding Allocation Model , t buardrails d&re applied utilizing a three-
pass methodology. The first pass brings down the allocation of all governing boards
whose model allocation put them above the uppermost guardrail limit. The second
pass al |l oc at egsardraihfeu nodaitmatpase governing boards below the
lowermost guardrail. In the third pass, if any governing boards remain below the
lowermost guardrail, funding is taken proportionally from each g overning board above
the lowermost guard rail until all institutions are within the  lower and upper guardrails
parameters.

Next Steps & Version 2.0

The project process was created to ensure that all recommendations and decisions
along the way were fully vetted and considered from diverse viewpoints. The
intensely inclusive and collaborative process for implementing HB 14 -1319 proved to
be highly successful. It created great support and cultivated ownership for the
recommendations that ultimately became the CCHE Funding Allocation Model .
CDHE and CCHE will continue this inclusive approach as we monitor the
implementation of the current model structur e and move forward into future fiscal
years.

Model Modifications - Development and Implementation Process

Prior to setting the allocations for the 2016 -17 Fiscal Year, CDHE and CCHE will again
engage in an open and transparent process with interested parties to discuss the
development and implementation of any needed modifications. Currently, CDHE
believes only minor adjustments are needed to the current funding allocation model

to establish longitudinal measurements of performance rather than shifting funds
each year based on changing criteria.

1 Funding Allocation Model Review Team
The Department will contin ue a scaled down version of the original process by
creating a Funding Allocation Model Review Team (FAMRT) comprised of expert
representatives from our colleges and universities and staffed by CDHE. This
team will meet quarterly, or as needed, to discuss any proposed recommended
changes to the current model.

1 CCHE Subcommittee
A subcommittee of t he CCHEwill also be created to review any
recommendations from the FAMRT; provide feedback to the Team; and
ultimately make final recommendations to the full CCHE for action.

1 Colorado Commission on Higher Education
CCHE will again be the final decision m aking body for any recommended (1)
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changes to the funding allocation model and/or (2) legislative changes needed
to implement.

Lastly, the Department will continue to work closely and transparently with  the Office
of State Planning and Budget (OSPB)and Joint Budget Committee (JBC) analysts, who
have been key partners in the current process.

Model Improvements

There were several proposed ideas that arose during the process that were not able to
be fully vetted and potentially included in the initial mod el structure, due to the
rapid implementation timeline of the model. These included, but are not limited to,
the following concepts:

l

Successful Remediation

The current model provides an incentive to colleges and universities for
completed remedial course s. An additional osuccessful remediationd metric
could be added to include an incentive for the actual successful completion of
an English and/or math gateway course, within 30 credit hours.

Technology Transfer and Innovation

An economic innovation metri ¢ had been discussed in the initial
implementation, but in the end was recommended to be examined for possibly
including this metric in later versions of the model once a metric definition
could be created and agreed upon.

Adult Populations

Including an additional financial incentive for retention and graduation of adult
students was briefly discussed. Adding this incentive would align with targeting
populations that are critical to Colorado meeting our current credential
attainment and workforce goals.

Meeting CCHEGoals

A thorough review of the alignment between the CCHE Master Plan goals -
credential attainment, student success, and closing the attainment gap - and
the performance funding model will occur. Among other things, a refinement
of the weig hts for target populations will be explored as a method for
advancing and meeting CCHEstate goals.

College Opportunity Fund Stipends

The CCHE Funding Allocation Model uses enrollment projections in the 2014 -

2015 Long BiIll for the COF Stipend allocation to governing boards for the

upcoming fiscal year. The Department, in consultation with the JBC and OSPB,

will study alternatives for version 2.0 of the model and the 2016-2017 COF
Stipend allocations to the governing boards.

Page 22



HB 141319 Funding Allocation Model | Final Report

Data Improvements

As stated earlier, Col oradodés new funding allocation mo
underlying longitudinal and student level database platform. In order to create the

most robust, dynamic and responsive model possible, it was decided to use Student

Unit Record Data (SURDS) to feed the funding allocation model, as opposed to

aggregate data. Colorado is the first state to base their funding model on such

granular data, resulting in more than eight million total records in the funding

allocation model database. Using SURDSallows CDHE to load and manage future
yeards data and allow for more dynamic and |
data.

However, because of the short timeframe provided by the legislation, there were
several components of the data that will continue to evolve and improve over time.
These components include, but are not limited to, the following:

1 First Generation Students
Currently, the Department is unable to collect information on first generation
students. The Department will work with our higher education institutions to
develop a common definition and collection method for this valuable variable.

1 Tracking Retention
A more refined methodology for tracking retention at the 30 -60-90 momentum
points will be developed. W hile not a concern in this base year, this metric will
become more challenging to measure over time and will benefit from a
thoroughly revised methodology.

1 Weighting of Completed Credit Hours
The Department will work with NCHEMS and the Data Advisory Group to ensure
that course file reporting and how this data is applied within the model are
fully aligned.
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Appendix A . CEO Letter of Support

s ¢ MINE
@:Il University of Colorado STATE UNIVERSITY ’) ORI RTINS
: R S SRR NN
Grnar Seovves Begy:
UNIVERSITY o h' ‘A' @
NORTHERN COLORADO LN

CoLo O MESA _  WESTERN i Coromac Commyrer s
’) UNIVERSITY COLORADO U NIVERSITY COLLEGE SYSTEM
Colorado Commission on  METROPOLITAN ‘{KQ} »C"W""}’;'Ysg";‘l‘#“'w”'
- Higher Education STATE UNIVERSITY” b Do Tt S ey ke it
OF DEWVER My

Department of Higher Educanon
December 11, 2014

The Honorable Kent Lambert
Chair,Joint Budget Committee
Colorado General Assembly
200 E.14th Avenue, Third Floor

Legislative Services Building
Denver, CO 80203

Dear Senator Lambert:

Asyou know, for the past six months Colorado's public system of higher education has diligently worked to
develop anew funding formula for allocating state operating funds for higher education pursuant to House
Bill14-1319. A robust and transparent process has included extensive statewide public outreach and
thousands of hours of work of various subcommittees including the participation of you and several of
your legislative colleagues as members of the Funding Allocation Model Expert Team (FAMET) and the
Executive Advisory Group (EAG).

As the leaders of public higher educationin Colorado we unanimously endorse the FV 2015-16 funding
modelthat was approved by CCHE on December 4th. We respectfully request that the JBC adopt the model
and use of transition funding as recommended.

We also unanimously endorse the Governor's budget request, whichincluded a 10.0 percent base
fundingincrease of $60.6 million. In addition,we all recognize the importance of the $15.0 millionin
transitional funding and believe that itis critical that this funding remain for at least five years to support
a smooth transition to the House Bill14-1319's model. This significant requested operating increase was
the key to reaching agreement on the model.

The model reflects House Bill14-1319 and uses a transparent funding methodology that is tied to actual
data that can be tracked. After incorporating the Governor's budget request, the new model results in base
operating increases that range from approximately 2.9 to 16.4 percent by governing board. The guardrail
provisions of House Bill14-1319 result in this range being adjusted to a 5.0 percent increase on the low end
and a 15.0 percent increase on the high end. After implementation of the guardrail, the
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recommendation then uses a portion of the $15.0 million transition funding pot, which results in no
single governing board receiving less than a 10.0 percent increase over its FY 2014-15 appropriation.

Using a portion of the transition funding this way wil allow all governing boards to comply with the
second year of the 6 percent undergraduate resident tuition cap required by law. How the remaining
portion of the $15 million will be allocated is yet to be determined. This first year consensus adjustment
and allocation is important because it will help keep a quality postsecondary credentialwithinreach for all
Colorado students attending any one of our public colleges or universities.

We recognize that no funding model is perfect and that we can anticipate adjustments and refinements in
future years. Nevertheless,a recommendation that can be supported unanimously this year allows for
institutional planning and is ultimately a positive result for Colorado families and students. Therefore we
strongly encourage the Joint Budget Committee and members of the General Assembly to join usin
supporting this collective recommendation.

We deeply appreciate the assistance of the Committee in this effortin addition to the work on the FY
2015-16 request and look forward to a productive legislative session.

Thank you,
- 7

/ o

( / T

s '/./24/ P %
y/
Lt. Gov.Joseph A.Garcia,Executive Director Bruce D.Benson,President
Colorado Department of Higher Education University of Colorado System

VTN /7?“ Ty ) PGl

Richard Kaufman, Chairman Dr. Nancy J. McCallin,President
Colorado Commission on Higher Education Colorado Community College System

// YT

Tim Foster, President Kay Norton,President
Colorado Mesa University University of Northern Colorado
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i P

Dr. Steven M. Jordan, President Dr. M. W. Scoggins,President
Metropolitan State University at Denver Colorado School of Mines
ﬁzg—f Bpepea.
Dr. Michael V. Martin,Chancellor Dr. David Svaldi,President

Colorado State University System Adams State University

S S

Dr. Dene Kay Thomas, President

Dr. Greg Salsbury,President ]
Fort Lewis College

Western State Colorado University

Cc: Representative Millie Hamner, Joint Budget Committee, Vice-chair
Representative Dave Young, Joint Budget Committee
Representative Bob Rankin, Joint Budget Committee
Senator Kevin Grantham, loint Budget Committes
Senator Pat Steadman, Joint Budget Committee
Ms. Amanda Bickel, Chief Legislative Analyst, Joint Budget Committee
Mr. Henry Sobanet, Director, Governor’'s Office of State Planning and Budgeting
Ms. Alexis Senger, Chief Analyst, Governor's Office of State Planning and Budgeting
Ms. Donna Lynne, Co-Chair, House Bill 14-1319 Executive Advisory Group
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Appendix B. HB 14-1319 Issue Briefs: Student Count (Resident/Non Resident)

The Colorado Commission on Higher Education (CCHE) adopted funding allocation model counts all
students (residents and non-residents) throughout the mod el, with the exception of Pell -eligible and
underrepresented minorities (URM) under the Role and Mission components. The reason for this is that
they are tied to the College Opportunity Fund stipend, for which, only resident students will be
counted.

BACKGROUND

Early in the HB 14-1319 project process, the question was raised about the students within the factors
and metrics of the model & should the model count all students or resident students only? The
legislation was intentionally silent on this is sue, purposefully leaving it to the project process to
address.

A robust discussion took place over several Funding Allocation Model Expert Team and Executive
Advisory Group meetings before a final recommendation was developed and forwarded to CCHE for
action. In these discussions a number of important policy issues were vetted - public perception;
recognizing overall institutional performance; understanding the inability to separate programmatic
costs associated with resident and non-resident; and, prov iding incentives to achieve statewide
performance goals.

The Col orado Commi ssi on on HiodChl@ado Gochpetesa A Canplétisn Ma s -
Agenda for Higher Education o focuses on the achievements of all students in Colorado. In addition,

the | egislation itself calls for recognizing the t
oretentiond6, and OoOcompletionsbo.

Further, after reviewing prior fee -for-service contracts there has not been a distinction between
services provided to residents versus services provided to non-residents. On campuses, services are
made available to all students and are not segregated by residency; and, classrooms have both
residents and non-residents in courses studying alongside one another. Only the College Opportunity
Fund (COF) stipend is specifically targeted to provide funding to governing boards based on the number
of resident und ergraduates.

WHAT DOES THE DATA TELL US?

A close examination of the Pell -eligible credit hour data shows that the ratio of resident to non -
resident students is less than 10% statewide, with campuses near the border of the state having a
larger concentrat ion. In addition, while the overall percentage of non -resident completers statewide
is not significant, there are higher concentrations of completers at some campuses. The data further
indicates that at least 30% of the non -resident students remain in Colorado following graduation and
contribute to our economy.

WHERE WILL THE MONEY GO?

All of the state funding provided through the CCHE Adopted Funding Allocation Model will be provided
to institutions to offset costs of providing undergraduate and gradu ate programs and reward outcomes
under the Performance metrics. No funding is provided to any student, nor will any state funding
offset the tuition or fees that are paid by non -resident students. Rather, all state funding provided to
our colleges and universities helps support in -state students and keep resident tuition affordable.

THE DECISION

After several discussions about the issues pertaining to students counts, both the Funding Allocation
Model Team and the Executive Advisory Group voted to recommend, and CCHE unanimously approved,
including all students throughout the model with the exception of the additional funding provided for
Pell-eligible and Under Represented Minorities under the Role & Mission component.
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Appendix B. HB 14 -1319 Issue Briefs: Underrepresented Minorities

HB 141319 recognizes the increased costs associated with providing critical support services to
our low-come and minority stud ents. First, the legislation requires an increase in the funding
allocation to colleges and universities within the new funding allocation model, in the Role and
Mission component, to offset costs associated with providing needed services to Pell -eligible
students. Second, it provides the option of providing a similar funding allocation based on the
number of underserved/underrepresented minorities and first generation students being served.

Through the public education and outreach process, the message w as clear from across the state

t hat Col orado needs to place an emphasis on mee
popul ati on. I n addition, the Colorado &Goloratos si on
Competes, A Completion Agenda for Higher Education drecognizes the significant attainment gap

for these students and sets as its goal the reduction of this gap through increased postsecondary

credentials.

BACKGROUND
Research shows that underrepresented minorities do less well, even after correcting for income
(and al so 0 rPésddtonreGestdy pn.Education and the Workforce

1 Race matters, controlling for readiness: High -scoring African Americans and Hispanics go
to college at the same rates as similarly high-scoring whites, but drop out more often and
are less likely to graduate with a Bachelor's degree.

1 Race matters, controlling for income: Lower income African -Americans and Hispanic
students do not do as well as lower income wh ites.

0 White students in the lower half of family income distribution drop out of college
much less frequently than African -Americans and Hispanics.

o Lower income whites get Bachelor's degrees at nearly twice the rate of African
Americans and Hispanics and obtain fewer sub-baccalaureate degrees.

CCHE MASTER PLAN

In 2010, during the Master Planning process, several years of data were examined by CDHE gaff
to identify where Colorado has demographic gaps in post -secondary attainment. CDHE consulted
with The National Center for Higher Education Management Systems (NCHEMS) to align the URM
definition to national standards. Based upon the educational dispar ities of Hispanic, African
American, Native American, and Pacific Islanders these minority groups were defined as URM
because they have a significantly lower postsecondary retention and attainment rates.

INCORPORATING UNDERREPRESENTED MINORITIES INTE® AHBNDING ALLOCATION
MODEL

To meet the attainment goals in the Master Plan, emphasis on the success of underrepresented
minorities is essential. The new funding allocation model acknowledges the importance of
meeting the needs of these populations and prov ides increased funding to colleges and
universities as follows:

U an amount equal to 10% of the College Opportunity Fund Stipend for each Pell -eligible
student served, and

U an amount equal to 5% of the College Opportunity Fund Stipend for each
underrepresented minority student served.
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Appendix C. Funding Allocation Model Definitions and Weights

Role & Mission Factor Definitions and Data Sources

Factor

Definition

Date Source

Weighted Credit Hours

Utilizing a weighted credit hour taxonomy, this

calculation accounts for the role and mission factors
spelled out in the legislation, under Section 23 -18-303(3).
The weighted credit hour factor allocates funding to

institutions based upon completed courses as measured by

student credit hours. Student credit hours are weighted
by discipline cluster in an expanded matrix that is cost
informed and was independently developed by the
National Center for Higher Education Management
Systems (NCHEMS).

Student Unit
Record Data
System (SURDS)

Pell-eligible Completed credit hours for resident undergraduate Pell Student Unit
eligible students summed by institution. Credit is given Record Data
for this metric if a student has been Pell eligible at any System (SURDS)
time from academic years 2010 to academic year 2014.
Use Pelteligible credit hours as a percent of the College
Opportunity Fund (COF) stipend (must never be less than
10 percent of COF).
Underrepresented Completed credit hours for Underrepresented minorities Student Unit
Minorities (URM) summed by institution. The underrepresented Record Data

minority distinction is given to self -identified Hispanic,
Black, Pacific Islander, and Native American as defined in
the Colorado Commi ssion on
Plan.

System (SURDS)

Tuition Stability Factor

A flat dollar amount to help to ensure institutions can
continue to comply with the College Affordability Act,
which includes a 6 percent tuition cap on resident tuition.

N/A

Role & Mission Factor Weights

Factor

Weight

Weighted Credit Hours

See chart below

Pell-eligible

10% of the COF Stipend

Underrepresented Minorities

5% of the COF Stipend

Tuition Stability Factor

N/A (flat dollar amount). For FY 2015 -16, $19.5 million (or 2% of the
model total) is allocated through the tuition stability factor.
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Weighted Credit Hour Taxonomy

Lower Upper
CIP CODE Discipline Cluster Division Division Masters | Doctoral/Pro.
Liberal Arts, Math, Social Science, Languages, and Others Cluster
05 Area, Ethnic, Cultural & Gender Studies 1.0 2.0 4.0 5.0
09 Communication, Journalism 1.0 2.0 4.0 5.0
16 Foreign Languages, Literature & Linguistics 1.0 2.0 4.0 5.0
19 Family, Consumer, & Human Sciences 1.0 2.0 4.0 5.0
23 English Languages & Literature 1.0 2.0 4.0 5.0
24 Liberal Arts and Sciences, General Studies 1.0 2.0 4.0 5.0
25 Library Sciences 1.0 2.0 4.0 5.0
27 Mathematics & Sciences 1.0 2.0 4.0 5.0
28 ROTC 1.0 2.0 4.0 5.0
29 Military Technologies 1.0 2.0 4.0 5.0
30 Interdisciplinary Studies 1.0 2.0 4.0 5.0
38 Philosophy & Religious Studies 1.0 2.0 4.0 5.0
42 Psychology & Applied Psychology 1.0 2.0 4.0 5.0
45 Social Sciences 1.0 2.0 4.0 5.0
54 History 1.0 2.0 4.0 5.0
99 Honors Curriculum, Other 1.0 2.0 4.0 5.0

Basic Skills Cluster

Basic Skils and Remediation (asflagged) | 15 | - | - | - |

Business Cluster

44 Public Administration and Social Services 1.0 2.0 4.0 6.0
52 Business Management, Marketing &Related 1.0 2.0 4.0 6.0
Education Cluster

Services Cluster

31 Parks, Recreation, Leisure, Fitness Studies 15 2.0 3.0 4.0
12 Personal & Culinary Services 1.5 2.0 3.0 4.0
43 Security & Protective Services 15 2.0 3.0 4.0

Visual and Performing Arts Cluster

Visual & Performing Arts

Trades and Technology Cluster

46 Construction Trades 2.0 2.5 -- --
a7 Mechanics Repair Technologies 2.0 2.5 -- --
48 Precision Production 2.0 2.5 -- --
49 Transportation & Materials Moving 2.0 2.5 -- --
Sciences Cluster

01 Agricultural Sciences and Related Operations 2.0 3.0 5.0 8.0
03 Natural Resources & Conservation 2.0 3.0 5.0 8.0
11 Computer & Information Sciences 2.0 3.0 5.0 8.0
26 Biological & Biomedical Sciences 2.0 3.0 5.0 8.0
40 Physical Sciences 2.0 3.0 5.0 8.0

Law Cluster

Legal Professions and studies 20 | 20 | 40 | 40 |

Engineering and Architecture Cluster
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Weighted Credit Hour Taxonomy
Lower Upper
CIP CODE Discipline Cluster Division Division Masters | Doctoral/Pro.
04 Architecture 2.0 3.0 5.0 8.0
14 Engineering 2.0 3.0 5.0 8.0
15 Engineering Technologies 2.0 3.0 5.0 8.0

Health Cluster

51

Nursing & Allied Health Professions 2.0 2.0 5.0

6.0

Performance Metric Definitions and Data Sources

Metric

Definition

Data Source

Completion

The number of certificates or degrees awarded an institution and the number
of students who transfer from a community college to another institution

after the completion of a minimum of 18 credit hours. The amount to be
awarded for each certificate or degr ee is based on the subject and level of
the credential.

Certificates will be counted when issued for:
1 Programs spanning one year (24 credit hours) or more; or

i1 If program is less than one year (24 credit hours) and meets the
federal o0gai nf definitiempop Ireprgsenés the kighest
award earned at stop -out.

Students earning multiple certificates in an academic year will have each
earned certificate count as a separate outcome. A community college that
receives an incentive for a transfer student cannot also receive a retention
bonus for that student in the same year.

The value shall be increased for each credential earned or transfer of a Pell
eligible undergraduate student and/or an undergraduate student designated
as ounder s efineddyltibe, CClAEsSMaster Plan.

Student Unit
Record Data
System
(SURDS)

Retention

The number of students who make the following steps of academic progress:
Four-year institutions mumber of students who cross the threshold of
completing:
1 30 credit hours
1 60 credit hours
1 90 credit hours
Two-year institutions - number of students who cross the threshold of
completing:
1 15 credit hours
1 30 credit hours
1 45 credit hours

Concurrent enrollment will be included and each student will be counted only
once at each academic progress interval.

Student Unit
Record Data
System
(SURDS)
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Performance Metric Definitions and Data Sources

Metric Definition Data Source
Volume The Volume Adjusted Awards metric is calculated by: Student Unit
Adjusted 1. Dividing an institutions total weighted degree total by SFTE = Record Data
Awards OAwards per FTEG System
2. Indexing individual instituti ong(SURDS)
average OAwards per FTE®G
3. Multip_ly _c‘)i.n.dexe_d a_wards per FTECd Budge Data
to get allocation by institution for this metrics Book
Performance Metric Weights
Completion and Transfer (CCHE Adopted Model Weight)
Graduate
Demand Transfer | Certificates | Associates | Bachelors | certificate Masters | Specialists | poctoral
Indication | (0.25) (0.25) (0.50) (1.00) (0.25) (1.25) (1.25) (1.75)
al—grand n x 15 x|nx 15 x|nx15x | nx 15 x| nx15|nx 15 x | nx15Xx
0.25 0.50 1.0 0.25 x 1.25 1.25 1.75
(1.5) nx.25
All Others n x 1.0 x |nx 10 x |nx10x|nx 10 x |nx10 | n x 1.0 x | nx1.0x
Q) 0.25 0.50 1.0 0.25 x 1.25 1.25 1.75

Additional Undergraduate Completion/Transfer Bonus for Priority Populations

Priority Population

CCHE Adopted Model Weight

Pell-Eligible

15

Underserved Populations

15

Retention Weights (completed credit hours)

Credit Hours Accumulated

CCHEAdopted Model Weight

15/30 .25
30/60 .50
45/90 75

After the points have been calculated for the completion and retention metrics, weights are then uniformly
applied to the counts for each institution.

Completion and Retention Metric Weights

Completion 85%

Retention 15%
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Volume Adjusted Awards

Thi s metric functions as a oOcaryv
allocated to the Performance component of the model. In the adopted

model, 40% of Performance funds are allocated via the Volume Adjusted
Awards Metric.
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Appendix D. Final Model Dashboards

Budget Dashboard

FUNDING ALLOCATIONS

Total Appropriations for Higher Education

Full Appropriations for Higher Education $666,473,827 m Do
Specialty Education Programs Amount $114 841 868
Local District Junior College Amount $15,449,050 —
SEP Additional Increase
Area Vocational Schools Amount $0,882,063 0.00%
New Total State Appropriations for Model (TSA) $526,200,815
COF Stipend
Total Awarded from COF Stipend $204 835,172 COF Stipend per Credit H
Percent of Appropriation Dedicated to COF Stipend ¥
56.0%
(OOF Stipend must be 52.5% or greater.
Role & Mission and Performance Allocations T =l F 9
Total in Role and Mission Allocation $138 879,386
Totak Performance $02 586,257
Performance Split Percentage
40%

Role and Mission Dashboard
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